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OPINION 1197 

CYPRAEA PIPERITA GRAY, 1825, C. COMPTONII GRAY, 
1847, C. BICOLOR GASKOIN, 1849 AND C. ANGUSTATA 
GMELIN, 1791 (GASTROPODA): PLACED ON THE 
OFFICIAL LIST 

RULING.— (1) The request for the use of the plenary powers 
to suppress the specific name piperita Gray, 1825, as published in the 
binomen Cypraea piperita , is hereby refused. 

(2) The following specific names are hereby placed on the 
Official List of Specific Names in Zoology with the Name Numbers 
specified: 

(a) piperita Gray, 1825, as published in the binomen 
Cypraea piperita (Name Number 2772); 

(b) comptonii Gray, 1847, as published in the binomen 
Cypraea comptonii (Name Number 2773); 

(c) bicolor Gaskoin, 1849, as published in the binomen 
Cypraea bicolor (Name Number 2774); 

(d) angustata Gmelin, 1791, as published in the binomen 
Cypraea angustata, and as interpreted by the neotype 
designated in Bull. zool. Nom. vol. 19, p. 319 (Name 
Number 2775). 

(3) The specific name verconis Cotton & Godfrey, 1932, as 
published in the binomen Notocypraea verconis (a junior objective 
synonym of Cypraea angustata Gmelin, 1791) is hereby placed on 
the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in 
Zoology with the Name Number 1093. 

HISTORY OF THE CASE Z.N.(S.)1510 

An application for the suppression of Cypraea piperita Gray, 
1825, under the plenary powers was first received from Dr. R.J. 
Griffiths on 30 November 1961. This was published in Bull. zool. 
Nom. vol. 19, pp. 317-322, September 1962, and voted on in Voting 
Paper (1964)11, of which the voting period ended on 1 October 
1964. Fourteen affirmative and two negative votes were received, 
but because of a number of critical comments, no Opinion was 
published. 

In October 1974, these comments were communicated to Dr. 
Griffiths. A revised application was prepared by Mrs. Green (then 
Scientific Assistant to the Commission), sent to the printer on 5 
March 1975 and published on 22 September 1975 in Bull. zool. 
Nom,. vol. 32, pp. 115-120. The problem was broken down into two 
parts: in the first part, the four following choices were offered: (1) 
direct application of the Code; C. piperita and C. comptonii could 
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then represent two species with C. bicolor representing either a 
subspecies of one of them or a third species; (2) use of the plenary 
powers to designate the lectotype of C. bicolor as neotype of C. 
piperita , so that the former name would disappear as a junior 
objective synonym of the latter; (3) use of the plenary powers to 
suppress piperita so that only C. comptonii and C. bicolor would 
survive as valid names; (4) use of the plenary powers to suppress C. 
piperita Gray, 1825 and all uses of that name prior to its use by 
Sowerby in 1832, so as to preserve the name in its current use. In the 
second part, the holotype of Notocypraea verconis Cotton & 
Godfrey, 1932 was designated as neotype of Cypraea angustata 
Gmelin, 1791 and it was proposed that the latter name be placed on 
the Official List. 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

On 24 November 1980 the members of the Commission were 
invited to vote under the Three-Month Rule in Voting Paper 
(1980)33, in part 1 of one of the four choices mentioned above, 
and in part 2 for or against the proposals concerning C. angustata 
Gmelin, 1791. At the close of the voting period on 24 February 1981 
the state of the Voting was as follows: 

Part 1 

Choice 1, Affirmative Votes — twenty (20) received in the 
following order: Melville, Holthuis, Willink, Mroczkowski, 
Trjapitzin, Alvarado, Starobogatov, Hahn, Welch, Tortonese, 
Heppell, Dupuis, Brinck, Lehtinen, Cogger, Binder, Bayer, Nye, 
Sabrosky, Bernardi 

Choice 2, Affirmative Vote — Habe 
Choice 3, Affirmative Vote — none (0) 

Choice 4, Affirmative Vote — Corliss, Ride 

Part 2 

Affirmative Votes — twenty (20) received in the following 
order: Melville, Holthuis, Willink, Trjapitzin, Starobogatov, Habe, 
Corliss, Hahn, Welch, Tortonese, Heppell, Dupuis, Brinck, Ride, 
Lehtinen, Binder, Bayer, Nye, Sabrosky, Bernardi 

Negative Votes: Mroczkowski, Alvarado, Cogger 
Halvorsen and Vokes were on leave of absence. No vote was 
returned by Kraus. 

The following comments were returned by members of the 
Commission with their voting papers: 

Hahn: ‘If syntypes of C. piperita sensu Gray, 1825, are 
preserved, and if it is shown by them that specimens of C. comptonii 
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are slightly different, then apparently two different taxa are present. 
I therefore vote for choice 1.’ 

Cogger : ‘In regard to Part 1 I would agree with Drs 
Mroczkowski and Riedel, and with the comments of the late Dr. 
Lemche (Bull. zool. Nom . vol. 36, p. 117) that a vote for any but 
choice 1 would be an intrusion into a complex taxonomic problem. 
In regard to Part 2, the formal action taken in paragraph 7 (viz. to 
designate the holotype of C. verconis as neotype of C. angustata) 
obviates the need for the Commission to vote on the proposals. 
However, such an action in the submission is not only of dubious 
propriety (given the unresolved taxonomic problems) but is invalid 
in that it fails to fulfil the requirements of Article 75a and c. 
Incidentally, while deploring Iredale’s taxonomic method, I must 
accept his logic. The probability of a southern and southeastern 
Australian mollusc with direct development being the species 
before Gualterius in 1742 is exceedingly small.’ 

Bayer: ‘Consultation with the malacological staff and 
examination of specimens in the collections of the Smithsonian 
Institution, consideration of the arguments presented and reference 
to the recent literature on cowries convince me that the problem of 
C. piperita-comptonii-bicolor is basically taxonomic. The names 
involved are legally available, the types are extant and available for 
study, and it remains for the malacologists to sort out the taxa in a 
thorough and modern way. To suppress names or establish neotypes 
in order to objectively but artificially synonymise nominal taxa that 
in fact may not be conspecific strikes me as premature and rash. My 
malacological colleagues unanimously agree with my view that the 
names piperita, comptonii and bicolor should remain available 
pending thorough taxonomic review, after which the nomenclatural 
situation can be reappraised.’ 

ORIGINAL REFERENCES 

The following are the original references for the names placed 
on an Official List and an Official Index by the ruling given in the 
present Opinion: 

angustata, Cypraea, Gmelin, 1791, Syst. Nat. ed. 13, vol. 1, p. 3421 
bicolor, Cypraea, Gaskoin, 1849, Proc. zool . Soc . London , vol. 16 
(186), p. 92 

comptonii, Cypraea, J.E. Gray, 1847, Juke's Voyage of H.M.S. Fly , 
vol. 2, Appendix, p. 356 

piperita , Cypraea, J.E. Gray, 1825, Zool. Journal, vol. 1, p. 498 
verconis, Notocypraea , Cotton & Godfrey, 1932, South Austr. Nat., 
vol. 13, p. 41. 
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CERTIFICATE 

I hereby certify that the votes cast on V.P.(80)33 were cast as 
set out above, that the proposal to use the plenary powers has been 
duly rejected and that the decision so taken, being the decision of 
the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, is truly 
recorded in the present Opinion No. 1197. 

R.V. MELVILLE 
Secretary 

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

25 March 1981 


